It is well accepted that actions to enhance food security and nutrition outcomes in remote Indigenous Australian communities have limited success when focusing on single factors and could far better be addressed by working across the whole food system. The formation of multi-sector groups to collectively work towards improved food security could facilitate this approach. This study sought to elicit the perceptions of a range of stakeholders on the enablers, barriers and perceived benefits of a multisector participatory approach that was developed and trialled with four communities to improve food security. Semi-structured interviews were used to collect data from 60 persons and transcripts were examined using thematic analysis. Findings revealed that there is support in engaging a diverse range of stakeholders in a process of community-led action to support incremental improvement. The employment and support of local community co-ordinators, the multi-sectoral and structured approach, the use of participatory tools, and the facilitation approach were identified as key enablers. Main barriers cited were competing demands and time restraints while a slowing in momentum and lack of timely communication of actions for follow-up were areas needing improvement. Perceived changes in the availability and accessibility of healthy food and improvements in retail practice were believed by participants to derive from (i) creating a supportive environment; (ii) bringing people together; and, (iii) increasing knowledge and capacity. This study offers insight into understanding where the opportunities are in supporting a multi-sectoral approach to improving food security in remote Indigenous Australia.
out of food and had not been able to afford to buy more (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015) . Many factors associated with both the supply of and demand for food underlie food security in remote Indigenous communities (Brimblecombe et al., 2014; Commonwealth of Australia, 2009; National Health and Medical Research Council, 2000) . These factors make it a complex and difficult issue to address as its causes fall into the responsibility of different government and non-government sectors (Signal et al., 2013) . To ensure that all community members, 'at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life' [(FAO, 2002) p. 1], it is recommended that food security be addressed across the whole food system including change in the behaviour of government and non-government organizations as well as that of the community and individuals (Edvardsson et al., 2012; Signal et al., 2013) A food system comprises all processes involved in feeding a population including food production and processing, distribution, consumption and waste disposal and recycling (Unger and Wooten, 2006) . Food systems, and the organizational, community and individual behaviours that relate to the performance of these different processes are highly context-dependent (Edvardsson et al., 2012; Sacks et al., 2008; Swinburn et al., 2005) . The remote Indigenous Australian context is uniquely different to that of urban Australia, for example, traditional food is consumed alongside store foods, there is often only one store that provides the food needs of the community, community stores are in many cases owned by the community, food costs are high, there is high unemployment, food is transported to the community over thousands of kilometers and access by road is significantly reduced during the wet season.
One way of shaping behaviours to the local context is to develop and strengthen existing nutritionpromoting practice within different community settings and organizations and to increase collaboration between sectors (Edvardsson et al., 2012; Hendriks et al., 2013) . 'Bottom-up' multi-sectoral collaborative approaches to address food and nutrition security have been applied in different contexts (Edvardsson et al., 2012; Garret et al., 2011; Hawe and Stickney, 1997; Webb et al., 2001) with variation in their effectiveness reported. In the remote Indigenous Australian context, nutrition programmes that have involved multiple strategies, sectors and agencies and that are developed with and led by the local Indigenous community have been shown to have some level of success (Black, 2007) .
Projects in the Indigenous Australian remote community context may establish a group of stakeholders in the community to locally drive and guide community-based nutrition projects (Gracey et al., 2006; Lee et al., 1994; Rowley et al., 2000; Tyrrell et al., 2003) . However, as far as we know, there have been no initiatives in this context that have sought to engage a group of stakeholders at the local level in a systematic and ongoing process of decision-making for food system improvement. There are few published studies to provide an understanding of the processes needed to achieve desired outcomes when applying a continuous multi-sector approach. Garret et al. (2011) identified a set of principles that were seen to affect the success or failure of multi-sectoral approaches, testing these on two nutrition-related case studies in Senegal and Columbia (Garret et al., 2011) . These principles included: building a shared understanding and clear sense of purpose, clearly identifying roles, promoting accountability, building partner relations through good management and communication, supporting lateral or shared leadership, and considering the costs and benefits of participation (Garret et al., 2011) .
Continuous Quality Improvement is an innovative systems approach that has been successfully applied to improve service delivery in a systematic and cyclical process of decision making in remote Indigenous health services (Bailie et al., 2013) . This approach is built on the participatory plan-do-study-act cycle (McLaughlin and Kaluzny, 1994) and involves the various actors within the health service using information to modify their dayto-day practice to better align with best practice. An evaluation of this approach identified three mechanisms at play in achieving improved practice: a reorientation of the health organization to encompass population health, a collective belief of health staff that the desired outcome could be achieved; and the collective valuing of information for performance improvement . Different contextual factors, such as management style, staff capacity and co-operation, were also found to either trigger or inhibit these mechanisms .
This article reports on a study undertaken to elicit the perceptions of a range of relevant stakeholders on the enablers, barriers and perceived benefits of a communityled multi-sector participatory approach the Good Food Systems: Good Food For All Project (GFS), to improving food security in remote Indigenous contexts using principles of continuous quality improvement. The purpose of the study reported here was to determine whether this approach was acceptable to the participating stakeholders and to elucidate their perspectives so as to further develop and sustain such an approach.
The Good Food Systems: good food for all Project
Incorporating the above principles, the GFS project was a 5-year case study (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) ) that aimed to strengthen nutrition promoting practice and to increase collaboration between sectors within different community settings. The project developed an approach to assist a collection of stakeholders from different sectors, hereafter called food interest groups, in remote Indigenous communities to identify food system challenges and opportunities to improve local food security over time.
METHODS
A qualitative study approach was used for this component of the GFS project since we were seeking rich and detailed insights from the participants (Braun and Clarke, 2014) . Semi-structured interviews were chosen as an acceptable and appropriate method in this context. The interviews were used to collect data on stakeholder perceptions on the barriers, enabler and perceived benefits of the GFS approach.
Setting
Four remote Indigenous communities in Northern and Central Australia, one in Queensland and three in the Northern Territory, spanning more than 2500 km between communities, were involved in the GFS project. They varied in size from 250 to over 2000 residents, were classified as very remote i.e. accessible by long distance travel by road, small aircraft or boat and were socio-economically disadvantaged (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013) . Multiple languages were spoken in each community with English rarely the first language.
Members of the food interest groups in each community had various roles in the local food system including store board members, housing reference group participants, health professionals, school staff, aged-care providers, child care providers, shire council employees, women's centre workers, community garden representatives, Indigenous traditional owners, retail operators, government officers that potentially could influence food security and academics external to the community. In each community food interest group there were between 9 and 13 organizations represented as well as other community residents with an interest in the food system.
In each of the four participating communities, stakeholders were supported by the GFS project to participate in an annual planning workshop (two half days in duration) and quarterly review meetings (2 h in duration) as part of the continuous quality improvement cycle. The structure of the GFS approach involved (through the annual planning workshops) determining a collective vision for food security in the community, reviewing local activity occurring in the different settings, appraising the performance of the food system and setting an action plan, with a quarterly review of progress against point-of-sale data and stakeholder judgement. The meetings were cofacilitated by an Indigenous member of the local community (community co-ordinator) and an external facilitator from the Darwin based project team who had training in public health nutrition and community development. The community co-ordinator brought local knowledge and cultural expertise, especially around traditional food systems, translated when required and also provided the interface between the project team and the community.
The primary aim of the annual planning workshops was to bring stakeholders together in each community (as a food interest group) to collectively appraise the food system and determine a set of prioritized activities that individuals then committed to implement within their relevant settings. The aim of the review meetings was to monitor and reflect on progress. A number of tools were developed to support these processes, including the Good Food Planning Tool (http://www.menzies.edu.au/ page/Resources/Good_food_planning_tool/) a Capacity Building Assessment Tool, (http://www.menzies.edu.au/ page/Resources/Capacity_Building_Assessment_tool/) and a visual report of store point-of-sale data (http://www. menzies.edu.au/page/Research/Projects/Nutrition/RIST_ Keeping_Track_of_Healthy_Foods_Tool_Enhancement_ Project/).
Participants
For this qualitative study, food system stakeholders were purposively sampled from the four communities based on advice from the project team. Interviewees included: (i) those directly involved in GFS activities including representatives from the food interest groups and other participants of annual workshops or quarterly food interest group review meetings; (ii) community residents with an interest in the food system and in a position to influence change; and (iii) service providers not directly involved in GFS activities but in positions that potentially could influence the GFS approach and/or food security in remote Indigenous communities. Project team members, including the community co-ordinators, were also interviewed.
Data collection
An interview guide was developed, with input from the community co-ordinators, to elicit the views of participants regarding the following: (i) the usefulness and acceptability of the GFS approach, including use of the tools specifically developed to support planning processes; (ii) factors helping or hindering implementation of the approach; (iii) benefits of the GFS, including its perceived influence on practices relating to food security; and (iv) suggestions for improvement of the GFS approach.
Three of the authors (AR, MF and JR) conducted interviews in pairs, alternating the roles of interviewer and note-taker, over a 3-4-day period from May to June 2012. This occurred in each of the four study communities in the fourth year of the GFS project. The community co-ordinators assisted with the organizing and conduct of interviews and interpreted and translated where needed. Interviews lasted 20-40 min with 9 via telephone when interviewees who agreed to participate were not available during community visits. Interviews were recorded, transcribed and cross-checked by the two interviewers on the day of the interview where possible.
Data analysis
A thematic analysis of the data to identify the perceived enablers, barriers and benefits of the GFS approach proceeded in several related stages (Braun and Clarke, 2014) . First, AR, MF and JR independently reviewed all transcripts and identified a set of emerging themes and sub-themes that corresponded to the predetermined categories of perceived enablers, barriers and benefits. Consensus was then reached on the theme set with the input of the project leader (JB) and project manager/GFS facilitator (CB). Second, interview transcripts were uploaded into NVivo (2012) and independently coded by AR and MF according to the theme list. The coded data was compared by these two authors and anomalies were discussed and re-classified if required. Third, data were then grouped according to the assigned themes and further analysed to explore the extent to which perceptions varied in accordance with the four different settings and/ or participant attributes. Last, the emergent findings were discussed with JB, CB and the community coordinators and finalized. Findings were condensed into a community report that included a plain English explanation of the results and circulated either via the community coordinators or emailed to the participants. 
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RESULTS
A total of 61 stakeholders, directly and in-directly involved with the GFS project across the four communities were interviewed, totalling 23 Indigenous and 38 nonIndigenous participants. The number of participants interviewed within each community ranged from 10 to 18. Perspectives from government and non-government stakeholders were obtained. A majority of the participants were female (n ¼ 39) and 41 of the 61 participants resided in the community. Table 1 summarizes the key enablers and barriers to the GFS approach and the perceived benefits identified by the stakeholders.
Enablers
Under the predetermined category of 'enablers', four major themes arose from the data.
Local champions
Local champions (the community co-ordinators), were considered essential to the GFS approach. Both Indigenous and non-Indigenous respondents recognized the important role of these positions in facilitating crosscultural relationships. They indicated that the community co-ordinators enabled appropriate engagement with a broader sector of the community than would otherwise have been possible. This role was described by one of the community co-ordinators:
In the beginning my role is to prepare people -like organising food group people. If there is a workshop or Creating a supportive environment for desired change in the food system Bringing people together Increasing knowledge and capacity other group meeting, I prepare people. I go and ask these people [of the food interest group] to come and I make a time with them to talk about the questions they'll be asked before the meeting so that they will have a good answer and talk to the people coming.
Although initially the community co-ordinators reported that they required a high level of support to carry out the functions of facilitating meetings and using the GFS planning and monitoring tools, the annual workshops organized by the project appeared to help provide this support and were reported by the community coordinators to foster enthusiasm and motivation.
The community co-ordinators were considered by some to be at risk of being overstretched and experienced challenges engaging all sectors of the community. Despite this, most interviewees regarded their contribution as highly valuable with commitment to their role and wanting to see improvements in the community being very evident. A store manager described the unique role of the community co-ordinators:
Good to involve local leaders like [name of community co-ordinator], because food issues will be dealt with better through them.
[She] will make sure people respect what she says. . . Her being in the role means she will get the message out.
Participatory tools A number of tools were developed through the GFS project and were used during annual planning workshops and review meetings to facilitate engagement and capture the diverse perspectives from food interest group members in assessing the whole local food system and planning for nutrition improvement (http://www.menzies. edu.au/page/Research/Projects/Nutrition/Good_Food_ Systems_Project/). Both Indigenous and non-Indigenous participants referred positively to the structure that the tools provided. Stakeholders also saw the tools as a means of increasing their understanding of the food system. A nutritionist who had long-term engagement with the project suggested 'The tools keep people positive. 
Structured framework
The primary aims of the GFS project were to develop and support an approach that facilitated multi-sector action at the food systems level to improve food security. Participants valued this approach as it was not restricted to one sector but strived to engage all sectors, long-term and holistically, in considering the whole food system. A manager of a community programme explained, "There's more to it [nutrition improvement] than food charts and food groups", and illustrated this with stating, "It's changing the way, for a deeper understanding. . .. I get a picture of the broader perspective through the food system."
Stakeholders indicated the GFS structure made it possible to realize a common agenda. Through being involved in appraising the food system, interviewees believed they had a better understanding of the issues effecting food security in the community and the role of different stakeholders. It seemed that the approach was most useful for participants when they were able to see how the common vision contributed towards their organization's agenda and how it related to existing food-related policies. A nurse who had had long term involvement with GFS stated:
[The project] helps keep the group on track having a way formally to encourage healthy eating. . . [it has the] potential to make a huge difference to people's health. Good process to see this happening.
Facilitation skills
The facilitation skills of the external project team were key to engaging both Indigenous and non-Indigenous stakeholders particularly as described by a public health programme coordinator, '[Name of facilitator] creates a safe place for Indigenous people to feel that their ideas are valued and respected, so they engage.' The facilitators were noted to have taken the time to build trust among stakeholders including local community members, and to have established and maintained momentum around a common goal. Characteristics afforded to the facilitators were their enthusiasm and their possession of an open, positive and 'can-do' attitude. A nutritionist stated:
The way of engaging participants is the really strong part; the way of working. For example, when a meeting finished and I drove the women involved home they were excited. They had taken on board the meeting discussions, understood the actions required of them and were focused.
Participants indicated that facilitators would need a mix of skills and experience in good governance processes, community development, organizational management and experience in or knowledge of the complexities of remote retailing.
They favoured having a facilitator who did not reside in the community and was therefore more likely to remain neutral to community politics, although several participants expressed concern about the loss in momentum between meetings when no single person was responsible for overseeing or driving the implementation of actions. Most participants commented positively about the dual facilitation role of the project external facilitator and the community co-ordinator and were keen to see the community co-ordinators taking the lead role in time. A nutritionist captured this:
Facilitation skills are very important. The facilitators need to come from outside the community to support the community co-ordinators. For example, [community co-ordinator] is involved with facilitating, getting people together but needs support and reaffirming from external person. You need to have the researchers coming from external but linked to someone embedded in the system, supporting workers on the ground.
Barriers
Barriers included the factors perceived as impeding the implementation of the GFS approach and/or seen to prevent action or change from occurring.
Competing demands
Competing demands were said to impact on the level of engagement of stakeholders in the GFS approach. It was sometimes difficult to get release time from employers to attend meetings due to under-staffing pressures or reluctance of some organizations and services to prioritize staff attendance in GFS meetings. A government officer expressed this:
The numbers [of participants] weren't great at the last meeting. There are a lot of reasons for that. Hard to get people to sit down as there are a number of demandsmost people [in the food interest group] work and they are expected to be at work. Therefore, it is difficult to participate in meetings.
Most participants commented on the fact that the high turnover of service providers, common to the remote Indigenous community context, impacted significantly on the continuity of stakeholders involved in GFS activities. A retail industry employee who had been involved for an extended period stated, . . . the turnover of store managers is high. The longest anyone has stayed has been only a year and a half. The store committee wanted to build a relationship with store managers but it is very difficult with so many changes.
Time constraints
Several participants were concerned about the time required away from normal work duties to participate in the GFS. However, most felt that it was a worthy investment considering that the approach aimed to build capacity in planning and decision-making over time, as suggested by this nutritionist:
That is the problem with the long term approach -the waiting and the planning; we need to do this and then we need to do this. So they [GFS participants] are interested but this approach is still difficult.
For most, the time invested in participating in the food interest group was also considered a benefit as this 'time' was needed to build relationships and to respect local community ways of working. As a government officer observed, The GFS project is similar to the smoking project like that. Not overnight; gradual influence of the programs that change behaviour over time; some effect gradually.
Lack of ensuing action
The loss of momentum that was observed between meetings was thought to impact the implementation of actions agreed on by the food group. The mechanism in relation to the GFS approach for acknowledging, capturing and communicating designated actions resulting from the planning meetings was not clear to all participants. Participants expected timely dissemination of agreed actions following the meetings and suggested that communicating these to all sectors in the community would act as a reminder and help people feel supported to take responsibility for actions and report on progress. A greater focus on allocating and achieving actions and outcomes was said to be required. Both Indigenous and non-Indigenous participants described their desire to be able to report back to the group on progress of actions, as indicated by this nutritionist, 'I felt I needed to take on some of the action points. We didn't get them, so I haven't followed up.'
Perceived benefits
Benefits included statements on what participants felt had happened or changed and/or what had the potential to occur as a result of the GFS.
Creating a supportive environment for desired change in the food system Participants believed that the GFS approach had influenced the capacity of community agencies to work positively with the store in their community, as illustrated by a community resident:
Happy, particularly the workshop about food to be provided at the shop. Before that, the shop hasn't provided enough healthy food. Big changes from today, [that is, the] range of healthy food provided at the shop.
Most Indigenous and non-Indigenous participants believed there had been an increase in the availability of healthy food in the store since the GFS began, resulting in positive changes in food purchasing, with only a small proportion of non-Indigenous participants stating they were not aware of relevant change. Participants stated that they felt these changes resulted from an increased focus on healthy food and better retail practices such as changes to the type of products ordered, pricing practices, the store layout and product display or placement. A community liaison officer with a local shire expressed this:
Change came from the [Good Food] group. Lollies, including the soft drinks are now placed at the back. It was discussed at the meeting. Changed the fridge, soft drink was at the front, now this is water and milk. Fruit and veg is right at the front, now we have to walk past fruit and veg to get to tea and meat.
An increase in nutrition promotion activity in settings outside the store was also said to be associated with GFS. A resident in one community held the view that the GFS had contributed to the formation of a new community elected store board. In another community, participants commented on the store committee being empowered to have more influence over the health promoting aspects of the store. A school principal commented, I have noticed since it started that there is more emphasis on price display. I have seen [community coordinator] do more displays on healthy stuff. . ..
A public health programme health worker from a different community stated, Manymak [Good] . When we have big meetings or activities [on a community scale] we cook good food. The shops have changed -a whole lot more vegies. I've seen changes. People are now aware and they eat good food.
Bringing people together
There was a widespread perception that having a forum in the form of a food interest group where participants had an opportunity to interact and exchange information and create a shared vision for improved food security had increased communication and collaboration both between agencies and with community members. Several participants reported that they purposely participated in the food group to connect with other stakeholders and specifically with community representatives. The opportunity to connect with stakeholders, to report back to the group and share local knowledge and information that otherwise would not have been known, was also considered a benefit and thought to enable change, as described by this artist:
Amazing getting agencies together, this has never happened here before. This happened two weeks after the girls were in Darwin [for the GFS workshop]. . . Pretty impressive to see all those organizations sitting together, more of that and we will be on the right path.
A community liaison officer with a local shire stated, Meeting is three times a year. Good to catch up where we left off and identify progress since then. Good to get that feedback.
A wide range of representatives from multiple sectors of the community participated in the GFS. There was concern however that some groups were under-represented due to the difficulty in engaging some organizations, Traditional Owners and the hard-to-reach groups in remote communities (such as the youth). Despite this, it was believed that GFS had stimulated an increased focus on health among stakeholders from the non-health sectors and had helped to build inter-sectoral relationships. A nutritionist indicated, 'Relationships have eased between inside and outside the store. GFS has broken down the barriers.'
Increasing knowledge and capacity Indigenous and non-Indigenous participants reported that the approach had helped to increase their awareness of strategies to improve food security and knowledge of the food industry, food and nutrition, food label reading, promoting nutrition in the store, improving choice of healthy takeaway food, food safety, working with the community and valuing traditional food. This increased knowledge was also perceived to benefit the wider community as expressed by one community co-ordinator, Some have already changed to eat healthy food. One family doesn't take sweet drinks -only water. Story got in here from GFS. I've been talking in that camp, join with them hunting, talking and talking all the time.
The capacity of community co-ordinators to facilitate the meetings and contribute to reporting of information was also observed to have developed over time. For example, in one community, the community co-ordinator had taken on a greater role in collecting data to feedback to the store manager and food interest group and in facilitating the meetings and store committee members were seen to be more active in store business and in advocating for changes. In another community, the community co-ordinator led the food interest group meetings with the facilitator providing support in preparing reports and other documentation. A further benefit was that service providers felt that they better understood the priorities of the community in relation to food security, which in turn enhanced their capacity to work more effectively. This was captured by a store manager who stated, [ The GFS approach provides the] best possible chance of this working, because it is giving ownership, increases self-worth because people are involved and take charge of what to do without dictating.
Participants were concerned that there would be a notable decrease in activity and reduced focus on healthy food promotion if the GFS was to stop. Despite overwhelming support for the GFS approach, it was feared that the GFS approach without committed resources was not likely to continue after the cessation of the defined GFS project funding.
DISCUSSION
Summary and interpretation
This study has demonstrated that participants welcomed the opportunity for a diverse range of remote community stakeholders to engage in a process of multi-sectoral community-led action to support incremental improvement in nutrition and food security.
The employment and support of local Indigenous community co-ordinators, the multi-sectoral and structured approach, the use of participatory tools and the facilitation approach were identified as key enablers. Main barriers cited were competing demands and time restraints while a slowing in momentum and lack of timely communication of actions for follow-up were areas needing improvement. Perceived changes in mainly retail practice and spending and increased nutrition promotion activity in the wider community were said to derive from (i) creating a supportive environment for desired change to the food system; (ii) bringing people together; and, (iii) increasing the knowledge and capacity of stakeholders in the food system to work collaboratively.
This study was undertaken to inform the development of a multi-sectoral approach to food security in remote Indigenous communities. As far as we are aware it represents a first endeavour to identify the enablers and barriers to such an approach. A number of these enablers and barriers, including the role of champions, the importance of structural and operational processes to link sectors and, the preparedness of organizations to commit time, share similarities to those identified in other studies (Garret et al., 2011; O'Mara-Eves et al., 2013) and to those associated with effective functioning of coalitions (Hawe and Stickney, 1997) .
Local champions in the study, community coordinators, played a critical role in building widespread commitment to the issue of food security within organizations and the wider community and in maintaining a structure to enhance intersectoral links. These champions were identified as those leading the process, with support from the facilitators. Other champions should also be expected to emerge with time as representatives of the different participating organizations show leadership and help drive the aims of the collaboration. Nurturing these emergent champions as part of the GFS approach, could enhance the prioritizing of nutrition and the uptake of actions by organizations and other settings, which was identified as a barrier.
Key principles of a multi-sectoral approach include the linking of sectors and establishing structured processes to achieve a shared understanding and vision, clarity of roles and responsibilities and accountability to the public and stakeholders (Edvardsson et al., 2012; Garret et al., 2011; Hawe and Stickney, 1997; Hendriks et al., 2012; Kreuter et al., 2000) . The structured planning and meeting processes and the use of participatory tools were considered by stakeholders as effective strategies to achieve these functions. Regular stakeholder forums, as was the case with the GFS project, seem to be required to sustain momentum and engagement of stakeholders (Edvardsson et al., 2012) . However this potentially risks impinging on organizational resources and capacity to participate (Garret et al., 2011; Kreuter et al., 2000) as was also identified in this study. The frequency of forums may be able to be decreased as leadership across the participating organizations and sectors emerges and the process and goals of the food interest group are well understood by all involved.
The barriers of competing demands, time commitments and converting food interest group goals to appropriate actions all appeared to relate to the need for a strategy of this type to become more than a group of stakeholders driving a nutrition project and instead for the beneficial aspects to be integrated into the regular activities of community groups and participating organizations. These barriers are consistent with other studies and as stated by Edvardsson et al. (2012) are considered among the most well recognized barriers to collaborations achieving intended outcomes in the implementation literature (Edvardsson et al., 2012; Schierhout et al., 2013) . To enhance the positive outcomes, minimize the impact of the barriers and strengthen the overall commitment of participating organizations, increased emphasis could be placed on ensuring that roles and responsibilities are clearly communicated and all contributors have a shared understanding of the intended benefits of the approach. Collaboration is not a natural state of affairs for organizations (Kreuter et al., 2000) ; the benefits of participating must be made clear and perceived as outweighing the cost (Garret et al., 2011) . For this reason, Garret et al. (2011) and Hawe and Stickney (1997) suggest that there must be clear incentives to promote collaboration. These may not need to be financial but of a more personal or political nature such as the opportunity to publicize one's own agency, to take credit through association with the collaboration, or the belief that change will occur as a result of the collaboration or innovation and that participation will help to achieve the goals of the organization (Garret et al., 2011; Schierhout et al., 2013) . Edvardsson et al. (2012) suggest that investment in trying to understand the different perspectives and concerns of stakeholders during the establishment phase of such a collaboration is important to facilitate readiness to participate.
Limitations and applicability
A strength of this study is the wide range and large number of stakeholders that were interviewed and the extensive contribution of the community co-ordinators in bridging cultural aspects, including translating the interviews where English was not the first language. Incorporating the perspectives of the GFS project team could be perceived to be creating an inherent bias in the results. However, in this challenging context it was deemed necessary and appropriate to seek the perspectives and interpretations of the project team for elucidating the in-depth meanings behind the qualitative findings. A degree of independence was able to be maintained by assigning the responsibility of interviewing the stakeholders to the three authors who were not directly involved with project implementation.
The authors recognize that investigating a process that has been occurring over many months in a naturalistic and uncontrolled environment may mean some participants indicated their belief that the GFS was the sole cause of the positive changes in the food system that they perceived to have occurred such as an increase in the availability and accessibility of healthy food, increasing nutrition promotion activity and improving retail practices. It must be noted that the GFS project commenced two years following the introduction of an Australian government initiated community store licensing programme and a school nutrition programme (i.e. where school lunches were provided) (Department of Families Housing Community Services and Indigenous Affairs, 2012), which were instigated in three of the four research communities to address food security in the remote Indigenous context. Therefore, in reality, the holistic nature of the GFS would mean it is likely that the GFS was a contributing factor towards the reported outcomes but not the only one. The GFS provides a structure to enhance the collective effectiveness of organizations and programmes within communities to address food security. We do not claim causal links between the GFS approach and the benefits identified by participants. As the commencement of the GFS approach occurred at the same time as heightened national level political attention on food security in remote Indigenous Australian communities, this may have contributed to willingness for stakeholder engagement on an issue considered to be urgent and of importance. This demonstrates the role of different sectors including that of a national government in addressing a complex and multi-level issue and reiterates the benefits of bringing together stakeholders that share a common concern. Implications This research has allowed us to elucidate some key enablers that could be considered during the implementation of a multi-sectoral collective approach to address food security in a remote Indigenous context and highlights areas needing attention. The need to work multi-sectorally to address food security seems to be well accepted in the literature, however there is little clear guidance to practitioners and policy-makers about how to go about setting up and maintaining multi-sectoral approaches. Our study contributes to addressing this gap in the context of Indigenous Australia by providing evidence from the stakeholders' perspective about the need to have solid structures and processes in place that promote collaboration and dialogue between people for collective impact. Further research to test these and the associated benefits is needed to help build a theory on multi-sectoral approaches to improve food security in the remote Indigenous Australian context. improve the nutrition in the remote Indigenous context is possible, although it will take an investment in local champions and facilitators with skills that can create and enhance collaboration. It will also require a structured process that links different sectors and community groups and, through this, develops a strategy for collective action that (i) is responsive to the context and the needs of each organization, (ii) is integrated in to the regular activities of organizations and community groups, (iii) provides ongoing feedback and (iv) is focused both on a participatory process and results.
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